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25X1 A9a 



LS 5-15U9b 


1 September 1955 


KEMDRAHaW FOR: Acting Deputy Director (Support) 
SUBJECT 1 Excess Shipping Chargee -| 


1 25X1 A9a 


HEF£IRE 8 CE j Memorandum from OGC to DD/S dated 22 July 1955 , 
Seas Subject 


1. In our memorandum of 22 July uo stat ed that there was no 

legal basis on which to reimburse for shipping charges 25X1 A9a 

incurred through inadvertently shipping household effects in excess 
of his m a ximum weight allowance. The gross weight allowance was 
3,000 pounds while his effects weighed over 6,000 pounds. In our 
previous opinion we stated that upon arrival in W his shipment 25X1 A6a 
was verified to weigh 6,315 pounds, approximately 2,200 pounds being 
attributed to packing and crating materials . It appears that we 
reversed the figures and that the Field reported to the Office of 
Caaaunicntions that the net weight was approximately 2,200 pounds 
and the r em a inde r was packing and crating materials. The Field 
Statical was asked to verify its original figures but replied on 
24 August that accurate weights were not available. 

2. Hie Office of Logistics repeats that 40$ of gross weight 
is usually allowed for packing and shipping materials (tore weight ) . 

Experience shows -amt in seme cases tare weight may be a much higher 
per cent of the gross. In this case the weights reported by the 
Field allow approximately 60$ tare weight. This is not unreasonable, 
but it is considered more likely that the figures were transposed by 
the Field in reporting them. If such is the case, the division of 
net^ tare and gross weights is normal. As a further check, OL/lD 
aske^a diolntereeted storage company to make an estimate based on 
IHShHH inventory. This ccepeny had no knowledge of the parties or 
particular problem in question. It estimated that the shipment 
should weigh about 7,500 pounds gross, 3 , OCX) pounds tare and 4,500 
pounds net . 

3- The above is offered only as an explanation of how the excess 
charges may have been incurred. It does not change our previous con- 
clusion that the ciromstanceaofthe case offer no legal ground on 
which the Agency may relieve B 6 SBR of the charges assessed for excess 25X1 A9a 
weight. 









